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THE paper read at the recent Congress by Dr. J. H. CLARKE, 
on what he termed The Doctrine of Signatures, had, 
as is evident from the discussion, from _ the letter 
of Dr. StTopForD, of Southport, published in our 
last number, from others in this, and _ (from all 
we have heard of it in conversation since the meeting 
adjourned, precisely the effect that its author designed it 
to produce. When, said Dr. CLARKE, in closing the dis- 
cussion, I was asked to write a paper for the Congress, “ I 
just thought for half a minute to see if there was any sub- 
ject I could take that would ' make your flesh creep,’ and, 
within thirty seconds, I thought I had one, and gave the 
promise.” It certainly has made our “ flesh creep,” to 
think that any physician, practising homeceopathically, 
could be found who could so far degrade homceopathy as 
to pretend to bring to its aid a medieval superstition, a 
doctrine to which, as Dr. DUDGEON wrote fifty years ago, 
“it is impossible to attach any credence.” The British 
Medical Journal (July 2), in  an_ article criticising 
Dr. CLARKE'S paper, does us only the barest justice when 
remarking, “ Dr. CLARKE'S advanced views appear to 
have surprised even his brethren in HAHNEMANN, who 
hardly knew whether or not to take him _ seriously. 
Perhaps, like the fat boy in Pickwick, he only wanted to 
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make their flesh creep.” This, Dr. CLARKE admitted, 
was his object in selecting the subject he did. When the 
Council of the Congress resolved to ask Dr. CLARKE to 
prepare a paper for reading and discussion at the meet- 
ing on the 3rd of June, they did so recognising, as all 
who knew him would do, his capacity to write a useful 
and instructive paper, never suspecting for a moment 
that, though he is well known to entertain views on 
many subjects with which the great bulk of homeceopathic 
practitioners have not the remotest sympathy, he would 
so far disregard the confidence they had placed in him 
as to present an essay of the type that he did. 

In the opening sentence of this paper, Dr. CLARKE 
said, “ It would almost seem that it is to be the lot of 
homeceopathy to rehabilitate the ancient doctrine’ of 
signatures, developed and_ glorified by PARACELSUS and 
possibly utilised by HAHNEMANN himself, and the _ older 
homceopaths for suggestions as to _ the properties of 
drugs, the outlines of which were filled out by provings 
and clinical observations.” 

Having quoted this sentence, the editor of the British 
Medical Journal writes : “ That HAHNEMANN in his fine 
frenzy drew inspiration from the doctrine of signatures 
is probable enough, for the prophet of homeceopathy was, 
as VOLTAIRE said of another prophet, capable de_ tout. 
Neither have we any difficulty in believing that the 
glorious destiny of resuscitating the doctrine of signatures, 
which was well described by Dr. AyYRTON PARIS, as ' the 
most absurd and_ preposterous hypothesis that has 
disgraced the annals of medicine,’ is reserved for 


homceopathy.” 
On what ground does Dr. CLARKE state that the 
doctrine of signatures was “ possibly utilised by 


HAHNEMANN himself and the older homeceopaths for 
suggestions as to the properties of drugs, the outlines of 
which were filled out by provings and clinical observa- 
tions.” ? He gives none whatever ; and nowhere could 
he find any in the whole of HAHNEMANN's writings ! 
But to assert that he did so was necessary to aid in 
making our “ flesh creep ”; and further, to qualify the 
assertion by the word “ possibly ” was desirable in order 
to provide himself with a way of escape, in the event of 
some one contradicting him, or of some opponent of 
homeeopathy, like the editor of the British Medical 
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Journal, taking advantage of his assertion to _ cast 
ridicule upon homeopathy. We assert, however, that it 
was not possible that HAHNEMANN should have _ utilised 
the doctrine of signatures for suggestions as to the 
properties of drugs. In the first place, HAHNEMANN lays 
it down as a= principle of primary importance, — that 
“in order to ascertain the actions of remedial agents, 
for the purpose of applying them to the relief of human 
suffering, we should trust as little as possible to chance, 
but should go to work as rationally and methodically as 


possible.” Will Dr. CLARKE or any other like-minded 
physician—if there be one—declare that the fact of the 
euphrasia having an “ eye’ blue flower ”“—though, as 


(15 


Dr. DUDGEON said, it required a vivid imagination to 
perceive in it any resemblance to the eye, unless perhaps 
the marking on the petals might be considered to have 
some faint likeness to the markings on the iris of some 
eyes "—is a rational reason for prescribing it in catarrhal 


ophthalmia ? No, HAHNEMANN insisted on the absolute 
necessity of drawing therapeutic conclusions from 
ascertained facts, not from imaginary dreamings. We 


are not left, however, to infer his views on the doctrine 
of signatures from the general principles he lays down, 
but on no less than three occasions does he give us _ his 
estimate of its value in that very decided and _ indignant 
phraseology which he was accustomed to employ when 
writing on any subject regarding which he had reflected 
much and felt deeply. 

In his essay on The Three Current Methods of 


Treatment (1809) he describes “ the rude experiences of 
domestic practice, the oracles of old herbalist books, or 
fantastic speculation (signature) ” as being “ the gross 


sources whence remedies had flowed in abundance.” 
Does Dr. CLARKE suppose it possible that HAHNEMANN 
should have utilised a “ fantastic speculation ” to supply 
him with suggestions as to the properties of drugs ? 
(Lesser Writings of Samuel Hahnemann, p. 592.) 

Secondly—In his essay On the Value of the Specu- 
lative Systems of Medicine (1808) he writes :—‘ How 
uninquiringly our writers of Materia Medica have 
adopted the statements proceeding from these impure 
sources is evident, among other things, from this, that 
they enumerate among the virtues of crude medicines, 
such as were originally derived from the mere supposi- 
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tions of oar superstitious forefathers, who had _ childishly 
asserted certain medicinal substances to be the remedies 
of certain diseases merely on account of some _ external 
resemblance of those medicines with something appreci- 
able by the senses in those diseases (signature), or 
whose efficacy rested only on _ the authority of old 
women's tales, or was deduced from certain of their 
properties that had no essential connexion’ with _ their 
fabulous medicinal powers.” Op. cit. p. 570. 

Thirdly. In the essay on _ the Examination § of the 
Sources of the Common Materia Medica (1817), when 
commencing the consideration of the second source of 
the virtues of drugs, as ascribed to them in the Materia 
Medica, alleged to have a sure foundation, viz., their 
sensible properties, HAHNEMANN writes : “ I shall spare 
the ordinary medical school the humiliation of reminding 
it of the folly of those ancient physicians who, determin- 
ing the medicinal power of crude drugs from their signa- 
ture, that is from their colour and form, ascribed to the 
yellow turmeric the power of curing jaundice, and con- 
sidered hypericum  perforatum, whose yellow’ flowers on 
being crushed yield a red juice (St. John's Blood) useful 
in hemorrhages and wounds, &c. ; but I shall refrain 
from taunting the physicians of the present day _ with 
these absurdities, although traces of them are to be met 
with in the most modem treatises on Materia Medica.” 


Op. cit. p. 754. 
Thus Dr. CLARKE commenced his paper by a = mis- 
representation of HAHNEMANN. It was not a_ studied 


misrepresentation, but a  misrepresentation due to __ total 
ignorance of HAHNEMANN'S views on the “ fantastic specu- 
lation ” with which Dr. CLARKE tried to make our “ flesh 
creep ” in his endeavours to rehabilitate it. To  rehabili- 
tate or attempt to rehabilitate the ancient doctrine of 
signatures, or any other obsolete fantastic speculation, 
may indeed be the lot of Dr. CLARKE, but it is not a part 
of the mission of homceopathy to do so. Dr. CLARKE 
would fain make our “ flesh creep ” by persuading us 
that there is a very close connection between homcopathy 
and “ the most absurd and preposterous hypothesis that 
has disgraced the annals of medicine.’ There is none 
whatever ; not a jot more than there is between Tenterden 
Steeple and Goodwin Sands ! This was fully demon- 
strated in the discussion when, with one exception, all 
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who spoke’ repudiated the notions Dr. CLARKE had 
wasted half-an-hour of the time of the Congress in _ his 
effort to make our “ flesh creep ” ! 

That the paper, as a whole, was regarded as interesting 
and amusing by several speakers is true enough, but it 
was the kind of interest attaching to most papers dealing 
with the curious manners and customs of our forefathers, 
and the sort of amusement derived from a variety show. 
But, as Dr. HAywarp said, while fond of a little amuse- 
ment, he did not think the Congress was the place for 
it. Dr. GOLDSBOROUGH and Dr. MADDEN did not know 
Whether to take Dr. CLARKE seriously. Dr. DUDGEON 
said that in the past the doctrine of signatures had been 
a great failure, and proceeded to show how great a 
failure it had been by naming about a dozen instances 
in which some fancied resemblance had been _ recorded 
between the plant and the disease it had been supposed 
to cure—but didn't. Dr. Procror followed, and in a 
most striking and very humourous _ speech, suggested 
that as the lower animals seemed to be wonderfully 
gifted in detecting the qualities of food and drugs, and 
seemed to have a_ special knowledge of medicines of 
their own, he would take it that the doctrine of  sig- 
natures was really a guide to them, and to this use 
he would limit it. Dr. PERCY WILDE looked at _ this 
doctrine as an evil one, and as_ being one which 
misled men to use drugs wrongly, and to _ discard 
good remedies, and therefore he would be very sorry if 
any pressure were brought to associate the doctrine of 
signatures with the doctrine of similars, an _ expression 
of opinion which was followed by loud applause from all 
parts of the room. Dr. GOLDSBOROUGH regarded _ this 
so-called doctrine as a relic of their mental childhood, 
and as being originally an after-thought. If it had any 
value, that value was of a _ psychological character, and 
suggested questions as to how far colour sensations and 
sensations of shape are related to other biological facts. 
Dr. CLARKE, he said, had put them on a wrong mental 
track in bringing the doctrine forward as he had done, 
and if he thought that they would gain anything from 
such a consideration of it, he was grievously mistaken. 
Dr. Murray Moore did not consider the doctrine of 
signatures worthy of the name of a “ doctrine ”—it was 
rather a bundle of old traditions, now, by their clever 


454 THERAPEUTIC MYTHOLOGY. nih Boron 


and ingenious friend, revived for the purpose of dis- 
cussion only. Dr. NANKIVELL said that the doctrine of 
signatures was a relic of medieval medicine, and, as 
such, was interesting, but he failed to see of what 
assistance it could be to them in practice. As a Congress, 
he thought that they should say that that interesting 
question should be relegated to the background and 
left there, a sentiment which was _ received with great 
applause. 

Notwithstanding these expressions of opinion and_ the 
strong current of opposition to the views’ he _ had 
expressed, Dr. CLARKE in his reply stuck to his original 
prophesy, and “ thought that homceopathy would be the 
means of rehabilitating an old doctrine! ” 

When Sir CHARLES TREGELLIS, “ the king of Bucks,” 
at the beginning of the present century was _ beginning 
to train his nephew, RODNEY STONE, to enter the polite 
society of those days, he said “ Have you any eccentricity, 
nephew ? You have a pleasant catching laugh at all 
events. But an eccentricity is very bon ton at _ present, 
and if you feel any leaning towards one I_ should 
certainly advise you to let it run its course. PETER- 
SHAM would have remained a mere peer all his life had 
it not come out that he had a snuff box for every day 
in the year, and that he caught cold through a mistake 
of his valet, who sent him out on a bitter winter day 
with a thin Sévres china box instead of a thick tortoise 
shell. That brought him out of the ruck, you see, and 
people remember him.” Dr. CLARKE'S eccentricity  to- 
day seems to be that he can, through homceopathy, 
rehabilitate the ancient notion of signatures ! This it 
may be supposed will bring him out of the ruck of mere 
homeceopaths, and people will remember him !_ The 
editor of the British Medical Journal among others, and 
indeed he ought to do so gratefully, for he has given him 
the only legitimate opportunity for ridiculing home- 
opathy and indulging in a sneer at HAHNEMANN that he 
has had for many years. 

One thing, however, Dr. CLARKE must have learned 
from this discussion and from _ the conversation he 
encountered during the day, viz.: that to pretend to 
rehabilitate, through homceopathy, the ancient doctrine 
of signatures at a Homeceopathic Congress is not only 
not bon ton, but is to ensure a disastrous failure. 


